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-----------------)

To: The Commission

REPLY

ET Docket No. 93-1

NYNEX Mobile Communications Company (UNMCCU), by its

attorneys, hereby submits its Reply Comments in the above

captioned proceeding.

The privacy of cellular communications is a vital objective

of the cellular industry. To further that goal, NMCC joins with

the majority of commenting parties in general support of the

Commission's proposed rules to implement section 403(a) of the

Telephone Disclosure and Dispute Resolution Act, which bars the

manufacture or importation of scanning receivers capable of

receiving cellular transmissions, or which are "ready alterable"

to receive such transmissions.

Specifically, NMCC concurs with the position advanced by the

Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association (CTIA Comments,

Pg. 3) and Southwestern Bell (SWB Comments, Pg. 4) that the
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implementing rules, in order to be effective against "readily

alterable" scanners, must rely not on blocking components or

devices external to the scanner's microprocessor chip to block

cellular frequencies, but must, instead, focus on the chip

itself. The design of the chip must be such as to render the

equipment incapable of tuning cellular transmissions. In

addition, the chip must not be easily removable or replaceable,

as would be a chip which is merely plugged into the equipment.

In that regard we believe, as does BellSouth, that a chip is

sufficiently secure to prevent alteration only if "it cannot be

removed or reprogrammed without risking destruction of other

circuitry". (BellSouth Comments, Pg. 7).

As a further prophylactic measure, we support the proposal

which would require the manufacturer and importer of equipment to

not only certify to the Commission that the equipment is not

"readily alterable", but to explain to the Commission why the

particular equipment cannot be readily altered. (CTIA Comments,

Pg. 8; SWB Comments, Pg. 3). This sharing of information would

be an important step in reducing confusion, misunderstanding, and

ultimately, the risk to the manufacturer and importer, with

respect to the compliance of a specific product.

As NMCC is mindful of the necessity of ensuring the privacy

of cellular communications, so too, does it recognize its duty to

insure the quality of those communications. That, in turn, can

only be done through the use of test equipment which would

themselves be capable of receiving cellular frequencies. In that
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connection, we, like BellSouth, ask the Commission to explicitly

state that the use of test equipment by cellular licensees for

the legitimate measuring, testing and servicing of the cellular

system is not prohibited by the statute. l

For the reasons set forth above, NMCC supports the adoption

of rules which, taken together, strike a necessary balance

between the need to crack down on cellular scanning, and the

requirement of system monitoring by authorized personnel. If

that position is adopted, the cellular consumer will be the

beneficiary of the enhanced security and quality which will

result therefrom.

Respectfully SUbmitted,

NYNEX Mobile Communications Company

By

By

Its Attorneys

2000 Corporate Drive
Orangeburg, NY 10962
(914)365-7520

March 8, 1992

The Commission may also wan~to make clear that its rules do
not apply to equipment used by law enforcement engaged in the
interception of cellular communications "pursuant to lawful
authority". (BellSouth Comments, Pp. 5-6).
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Cathleen McNamee, hereby certify that on this 5th day of
March, 1993, a copy of the foregoing Reply Comments was served
upon the individuals contained in the following List by first­
class mail from orangeburg, New York.
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SERVICE LIST

John W. Pettit
Richard J. Arsenault
Counsel for Tandy Corporation
888 16th Street, N.W., suite 700
Washington, DC 20006

Michael F. Altschul
Michele C. Farquhar
Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association
Two Lafayette Centre, suite 300
1133 21st Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Robert S. Foosaner
Lawrence R. Krevor
Fleet Call, Inc.
601 13th Street, N.W.
suite 1110 South
Washington, DC 20005

John I. Stewart, Jr.
Attorney for Harris Corporation
Crowell & Moring
1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20004

Eugene S. Cavallucci
Harris Corporation
Electronic systems Sector
P.O. Box 37
Melbourne, FL 32902-9739

Daniel L. Bart
Attorney for GTE
1850 M Street, N.W.
suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036

Richard C. Rowlenson
Philip E. smith
Vanguard Cellular systems, Inc.
2002 Pisgah Church Road
STE 300
Greensboro, NC 27408

William C. Wells
1312 W. Wabash Avenue
Logansport, IN 46947-4233
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Christopher D. Imlay
Counsel for The American Radio Relay League, Incorporated
Booth, Freret & Imlay
1233 20th street, N.W.
suite 204
Washington, DC 20036

Wayne Watts
Linda Hood
Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems, Inc.
17330 Preston Road, suite 100A
Dallas, TX 75252

Jeffrey Krauss
17 West Jefferson st.
suite 106
Rockville, MD 20850

120 13th Avenue E
Seattle, WA 98102

James E. Arconati
1289 Schulte Hill
st. Louis, MO 63043

William B. Barfield
Charles P. Featherstun
Bellsouth Corporation
1155 Peachtree Street, N.W.
Suite 1800
Atlanta, GA 30367-6000
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